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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 02 April 2008 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. An analysis of the arguments is provided below. 

2. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., the narrow 
definition of a file transfer system (P. 3)) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations fi-om the specification are not read 
into the claims. See In re Van Geims, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
Nothing in the claims indicate that a file transfer system is a peer-peer system, precludes a 
central repository or uses a central system that only contains tracking data. Nor is it defined as 
such in the specification. The common terminology known to one of ordinary skill in the art 
would be any system that facilitates the transfer of files, such as a file (document) management 
system. 

3. In an alternative response to applicant's arguments, the recitation "file transfer system" 
has not been given patentable weight because the recitation occurs in the preamble. A preamble 
is generally not accorded any patentable weight where it merely recites the purpose of a process 
or the intended use of a structure, and where the body of the claim does not depend on the 
preamble for completeness but, instead, the process steps or structural limitations are able to 
stand alone. See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) and Kropa v. Robie, 187 
F.2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 (CCPA 1951). Here, the system performs the fiinctionality of 
the method steps even if it contains a central repository, since the management system tracks 
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changes, including movement to different locations (i.e. from one folder to another, or from one 
system to another, i.e. from client to server). 

4. When creating a file, it is given a filename (unique ID) composed of two parts: a parent 
ID (folder name, or pathname) and child ID (particular file name). Examiner interprets the term 
sub-ID to indicate a component of the unique ID. If the ID is not unique, the file is overwritten, 
so the document management system contains mechanisms to ensure uniqueness. Folder names 
are also arbifrary, as defined in the common language. The examiner notes that there is no 
limitation requiring the new attribute information (i.e. the unique ID) to be created automatically 
and without user input. 

5. Applicant argues that Yeung does not expressly disclose transferring a file (P. 3). As 
shown above, this argument requires a reading that does not fit the broadest reasonable 
interpretation. To get a file into the depository requires at least one file transfer, as docs moving 
the document from a public folder to a private one. In doing so, one must inherently track the 
unique ID (filename) in order to not lose the file. Furthermore, attribute information is not 
limited to unique ID, but may also consider other attributes, including those not visible in the 
Posting Box. 

6. The examiner interprets the phrase "accepting entry of file" to indicate the posting of a 
new file into the system (i.e. by transferring a file into a central repository). No claim limitation 
states a fransfer of the file after accepting entry. When posting a new file to the cenfral 
repository, the file is given a new unique ID (pathname + filename) updated within the system. 
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When a file is changed, the unique ID may be updated (i.e. pathname reflects new folder), as 
does other information such as title, description and various dates (i.e. modified date). 

7. Applicant argues that a file name need not be unique (P. 4). As stated above, a document 
manager system inherently requires unique document names in order to avoid overwriting of 
files. 

8. Applicant argues that the Unique ID (pathname + filename) does not inherit fi-om any 
attribute information from which the update derives. The pathname is based on information 
regarding folder location and identity, and the unique ID inherits from this information. 

9. Applicant argues that parent sub-ID, or pathname, is not unique (P. 4). The claims as 
currently drawn require only the child sub-ID to be unique, presuming the broadest reasonable 
interpretation of the term sub-ID, as opposed to a narrower definition of sub-ID, i.e. tracking 
number, and based on examiner's best interpretation of an unclear limitation. 

10. Applicant argues, regarding claim 3, that Yeung's free does not show file fransfer action 
data (P. 5). Examiner disagrees, based on the discussion given above regarding file fransfers. 
And in light of the fact that the new unique ID is reflected in the tree display. No limitation of 
prior file locations or file transfers is included in the claim limitations. 

1 1 . Therefore, the rejection is maintained for the reasons above, and is final. The discussion 
above should adequately lay out how the examiner sees the claim limitations, and may indicate 
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the need for clarifying amendments regarding the file transfer system structure and elements of 
the unique ID and sub-IDs. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

12. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the EngUsh language. 

13. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Yeung et al. 
(7,171,468). 

14. Yeung teaches a method and system (abstract) of managing file transfer actions in a 
shared file system among multiple clients (col. 1, line 1 - col. 4, line 67) via a central document 
management apparatus (col. 5, line 1 - col. 6, line 60). The system logs the history (col. 9, line 
50) and provides the information by tree structure and flow models (col. 10, lines 15-55). The 
creation of a document includes the creation of attribute information (col. 11, line 30 - col. 12, 
line 10), and acceptance of the attribute information entry and the development of unique IDs 
and parent sub IDs (col. 15, line 45 - col. 17, line 65; wherein attribute info = meta data, unique 
ID = file name, and sub ID = file path or folder name) in a hierarchical structure (col. 18, lines 
50-55). The information may then be displayed in an interface similar to that claimed (col. 21, 
line 15 -col. 29, line 35). 
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Conclusion 

1 5 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MELVIN H. POLLACK whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3887. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on (571) 272-3933. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/M. H. P./ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2145 
30 June 2008 

/Jason D Cardone/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2145 



